Chapter One

The Future of Traditional
Technical Services

Julie Renee Moore and James L. Weinheimer

We are at a point in technical services librarianship where many of us ac-
knowledge that with so many changes happening, with ideas flying, and new
standards swirling around us without any real assurance that any of them will
work or will help us to do a better and more efficient job, as staffing and
budgets are shrinking and resources are becoming more complex, it feels as
though the sky is falling. In this chapter, we share our thoughts and views on
{he future of traditional technical services and discuss whether there is a
:_uture for traditional cataloging, acquisitions, and technical services func-
ions.

PURPOSE OF TECHNICAL SERVICES

We first consider the purpose and functions of traditional technical services.

The main purpose of traditional technical services
quality assurance for:

* the resources themselves (selection);

* ensuring that those resources can be found today as efficiently and effec-
tively as possible (with a high level of precision and recall) in various
ways: by browsing, author, title, or subject;

* making certain that those materials will be findable in the future by ena-
bling quick payment, providing appropriate shelving accommodation,
archiving rare materials, conserving fragile and damaged resources, etc.
(conservation, acquisitions, shelving).

is to provide levels of
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inventory projects or other short-term needs. It is critical to have an under-
standing of prior cataloging codes as well as the current code. We have a
very long history in cataloging, but the future is even longer.

Technical services and cataloging have been evolving from the begin-
ning, something that seems to be a misconception among noncatalogers,
particularly administrators who fail to understand the need for cataloging.
For consistency’s sake, catalogers require “rules” (AACR) or now “instruc-
tions” (RDA: Resource Description and Access) and standards as guidelines
to inform their work. This consistency is important in moving into the future.
Machines can process data effectively only if it is consistent. It has been our
experience that noncatalogers fail to appreciate how much the rules (and now
instructions) have evolved over time. This has been impacted by the emer-
gence of new formats and has been shaped by new access concerns prompted
by electronic resources. In addition, staffing (or lack thereof) has led to a
greater reliance on batchloading processes or vendor offerings. All of this in
turn has changed our work as catalogers. Much is left to “cataloger’s judg-
ment,” which requires a great understanding of the rules and an even greater
knowledge and understanding of the history of how the rules have developed.
As Weitz wrote,

Those conjoined twins of the AACR rules and the MARC data structure, both
of which have persisted over more than four decades, have appeared to be
stable. But those who use the standards on a daily basis have an acute aware-
ness of how much AACR and MARC have continued to evolve. In other
words, to an extent that non-catalogers are generally unaware, catalogers have
dealt with change constantly. As it turns out, catalogers have proven them-
selves to be as resilient and adaptable as either AACR or MARC. That resil-
ience and adaptability will stand catalogers in good stead as we move from the
world of AACR to the world of RDA, Resource Description and Access. Those
qualities will come in just as handy as we also begin to evolve from MARC
toward a post-MARC data structure, whatever it may turn out to be. 4

Weitz eloquently continues:

When done conscientiously, cataloging has always been more art than science.
We catalog real-world resources that may or may not conform to the theories
that our rules try to codify. As I wrote in the introduction to my Cataloger’s
Judgment, “the world of stuff to catalog is so vast, so slippery, so surprising
that individual judgment will always enter into our decisions. . . . Catalogers
are thoughtful judges concerning matters of description and access.”3 It is that
Jjudgment leavened with imagination that has carried catalogers through these
decades of change. That same judgment and imagination will continue to stand
them in good stead through the era of Resource Description and Access
(RDA), and post-MARC data structure, and whatever future marvels the world
sends them to catalog, 6
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investors. Librarians have seen their budgets continue to shrink, leading to
the elimination of critical resources that are important to their work (such as
authority control) and loss of staffing. Additionally (and perhaps most impor-
tantly), library core values and ethics have evolved to help ensure that librar-
ians used their choices for the good of their communities and not their own
gain,

THE CHALLENGES

There are more materials than ever, or, perhaps more accurately, libraries
believe that they must provide a “single search box” that finds “everything.”
This is not an entirely new concept. In the nineteenth century, libraries tried
cataloging each article in every journal they collected (or, in other words,
providing a “single search” for everything through the catalog) but failed
because the workload could not be realistically sustained. That is when Poole
devised his index, and separate journal indexes were begun. In the past (and
currently), catalogers created in analytics for select book chapters or journal
articles to enable discovery of important pieces that reside in a larger work.
Another related circumstance is the “bound-with,” where one single-part
monograph is bound with another. Creating a bound-with binds together
separately published works into a single volume and may be used for mono-
graphs as well as serials. Therefore, we need to “link together several biblio-
graphic records representing individual titles that physically exist in a single
container (i.e., a printed volume, microform, etc.). These titles have been
brought together locally or by a publisher. While some of these records could
represent analyzed titles, their defining feature is that they are bound togeth-
er, and not kept separately on the shelves.”’” When author Moore worked at
an academic law library in the late 1990s, the first legal monographic series
with many different titles was issued electronically on CD-ROM. The law
library purchased a giant CD-ROM tower. Moore created “parent” and “chil-
dren” (or “host” and “guest”) bibliographic records for the catalog, so that
the public could still find the resources with the same efficiency and effec-
tiveness as when locating them in print format. In current times, this may
sound ludicrous, but at the time (about fifteen years ago), it was a huge
innovative leap. Over time, there were new titles on the CD-ROMs every
month. New titles were added and old ones were deleted just as is seen with
contemporary e-book and e-journal packages.

Regarding the Internet, those were also revolutionary times in librarian-
ship. It was an amazing stroke of genius in cataloging to create a MARC field
and subfield (856 $u) that could handle a URL so that the user could directly
access the electronic resource. Cataloging Internet resources was a source of
an even greater challenge with many new debates. Catalogers began debating
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clephant in the room. The authors question how anyone can realistically be
expected to retain any level of quality assurance for 2,000,000 bibliographic
records per year. We need to ask, “Should we be dumping everything into the
catalog?” Technology has made it possible, but is it in the user’s best inter-

est?

A Water Quality Analogy

The above situation is analogous to a stream that empties into a lake that
people endeavor to keep clean. If at the same time, a mighty river that is
polluted is also emptying into the same lake, the labor to clean the water in
the stream is wasted when the public, who takes their water from the lake,
find it increasingly polluted. In such a situation, it makes little sense to
continue to attempt to keep the water in the stream clean. Ultimately, the

polluted lake becomes unusable.
Technical services librarians

budgets and staffing are declining. The new catalo
dards (e.g., RDA, BIBFRAME, and FRBR) are not simpler and do not prom-

ise greater cataloging efficiencies. Nonetheless, many libraries have imple-
mented RDA, which was designed to replace AACR2 and is the first step
toward the post-MARC environment (most likely BIBFRAME). All of this
requires a steep learning curve. The end goal is to deliver the bibliographic
universe that is currently housed in our library catalogs onto a global plat-
form of the greater semantic web via linked data. This is a noble goal and one
that is worth the fuss if we can get ourselves onto the onramp of the semantic
web fast enough and before libraries are completely left in the dust.

The library catalog has traditionally focused on making materials “find-
able,” and that has not necessarily meant that they are “easy to find.” The
future finding tool, however, must be “easy to use” and require no training of
the public (thus, the single search box). As searching technology advances,
entirely new searches can be created; as a result, people wi'll gome to expect
new capabilities through searching and may have unr§allst10 expectatl?ns
regarding what technology can provide. Russell’s blog discussed how to find
things that were impossible to find before (and not Fhat long ago). He_ showed
as an example a photo of a nondescript building in an unknown. city taken
from a room high in another building across the street. _The questlon.he asks
(and answers) is: “What is the phone number of the office where this photo
was taken?” Quite remarkably, such questions can be answered today, and as
people start to understand this, they will begin to ask more and more such
questions. And their expectations for finding quick and easy access to an-

swers will rise.? —_
In comparing this to our history, weé expect to be able to type in a few
words (e.g., twain finn) and get what we want. When card catalogs were the

—

face other challenges. Technical services
ging instructions and stan-

a



8 Julie Renee Moore and James L. Weinheimer
norm, this would have seemed like the
possible today, it is considered fund
continue to change, and technica| S
it. Possibly in ten years’ time, thi
will become reality. Libraries mus
ing needs. This is the perfect sort o

wildest science fiction. Not 01'11y 15.;;
amental and even ho-hum. Searching Wlth
ervices must be able to change ;%long “(/1131}/
ngs that are considered impossible to o
t stay agile to be able to respond to CV‘?_ )

Fresearch for OCLC and research llbralleW
to do: to keep up with these quickly evolving technologies so that we k“oo r
enough to be able to respond to them. This s part of the responsibility
being a “think tank_»

A __— ; i i moun-
Individuals are becoming Increasingly tired of wading through the 1 <o

: . ; : ‘e are ser
tains of irrelevant information that they find on the web. There are e iz
g " : miza-

concerns with Privacy and a greater awareness that search engine optit

e . ies (that are in
tion is being used to Manipulate the results to favor companies (that a
business to make 5 profi

it) over the individual user searching for informanoll;
Ina2012 blog entry, Sullivan questions Google’s ability to provide.rele\ﬁa 5
tions whether the company has lost sight of its ot 1ig t
: man, in a 2014 Post to his blog, Lifehacker, states tl_a]
he believes Google’s search results are uselesg, 11 Keeping our core values)u‘
mind, we must consider that the informatjon provided by Google and others
i his flies in the face of our core valuesa,
» equity of access to information, an
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THOUGHTS ABOUT THE LIBRARY OF THE FUTURE

The future of technical services is dependent, in large part, on what is to
become of the library of the future. will the library of the future be limited to
a virtual library? Only time will tell, but we certainly think and hope not. We
believe that there is room enough for both physical objects (even books) and
digital objects to coexist in our collections. Our users have different learning
styles and preferences. While there is evidence that some users prefer materi-
als delivered virtually, there are also users who prefer print. Some people
appreciate the visceral activity of reading a print book. There are also studies
that show that readers absorb less when reading an e-book as compared to
reading the same story in print, at least regarding the sequence of eVCl.]tS. 12 .

There are many library resources that simply cannot be mz‘lde avalla.b]e in
a digital format. Some resources are meant to be discovered in three-dimen-
sions. Consider the many curriculum materials (manipulatives, kits, three-
dimensional resources, realia, models, games) in our libraries whose sole
purpose is to enable a three-dimensional and/or tactile experience. Braille
resources also come to mind. While it is true that one can take a photograph
of these materials, the experience of discovering them digitally is si.mp}y not
the same as being able to se¢ (and in some Cases touch) the material in the
manner in which it was intended to be experienced. While the cqntent is the
same, even reading a print book, compared to reading an e-book, 1s a shght!y
different experience. When we consider library resources, we need to keep 1n
mind all resources, not just books/e-books or joumals/e-Joumflls, and got
only resources with the highest circulation statistics, but all of the .specu}l
format materials and special collections cataloging that takes place in a li-
brary. e

Special collections make one library’s collection distinct from all others.
They house “hidden treasures,” and it behooves us, as catalogers, to expose
these treasures to the world. Special collections matena!s should 1.'ank as t.he
top priority of work for catalog librarians. These collections certainly distin-

guish us from any other library. Within traditional special collections, one
us, the whole re
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the content may be the same, but there is a vast difference between viewing
the book digitally and being able to read the actual book, which may have
been written by hand with calligraphy on vellum. It might be an illuminated
manuscript, where one can see the strokes of gold leaf and the details of the
brush hairs. These details might not matter to the general user. However,
there is a difference between viewing the actual manuscript versus the digital
object. In rare book cataloging, the cataloger takes special care to describe
the particular manifestation of the book, almost as describing a museum
artifact. Do these details have meaning to general collections? To a special
collection, these details are important. Most libraries have special collections
that house the gems, the unique, the special formats, and the rare materials of
our libraries. > The library catalog, however, should not promote any particu-
lar format over another; all formats should be treated so that they are present-
ed equally to the public.

WHAT IS A LIBRARY, REALLY?

To state that librarians, technical services librarians in particular, are standing
on shifting sands is an understatement. It would seem that librarians are
racing to grasp at every new technological fad and gadget possible to appear
more relevant in our current Google- and smartphone-obsessed society. To-
day’s librarians are engaging their users via tweets, texting, and gaming.
Librarians are “embedding” themselves into instructor’s online lessons. Li-
brarians are reexamining “the library as place.” Librarians are providing
places and spaces to create. Libraries are serving as publishers. Libraries are
serving as recording studios. Libraries provide printing support. Libraries
provide a technical support station for every technological gadget the user
might own, in an attempt to duplicate Apple’s Genius Bar. In many univer-
sity settings, the library is becoming more like a student union where the
students congregate, armed with fast food and lattes. Libraries provide won-
derful spaces for exhibits, programs, lectures, community organization meet-
ings, and classes. Libraries are changing dramatically to accommodate these
new activities and services. Many of the “traditional” services are being
dismantled or repurposed. Some libraries are recycling their print books as
quickly as possible, while others are completely paperless. There are librar-
ians who pride themselves by saying that the library that they envision needs
no more space than a desktop. Some libraries are eliminating their reference
desks altogether. Additionally, some libraries are abolishing their technical
services departments. Because so many of the new functions of a library are
dependent upon information technology expertise to work, the library IT
department has become an important, if not the dominating, department.
While we desperately need the cooperation of IT to help us move forward
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into this brave new technological world, we must also keep in mind that the
IT mindset is very different from the generalist librarian mindset. In our
opinions, it is an unfortunate turn of events when library administrators place
IT in charge of the entire library. Borrowing from the Oldsmobile’s advertis-
ing slogan, this is not your father’s library. It is also not even the library that
many catalogers used when they were students. The future of technical ser-
vices functions is dependent, in large part, upon what is to become of the
library of the future.

LIBRARIAN ETHICS AND CORE VALUES

One of the most important things for librarians to do is to consider what it is
to be a librarian. Our profession has developed certain ethics and core values.
When we keep these core values in mind as we plan ahead, they will guide us
well into the future. We are absolutely convinced that these core values must
stay intact as we move into the future.

After focusing his studies on the important writings about values in librar-
ianship of four great twentieth-century librarians (namely, Shiyali Ramamri-
ta Ranganathan [1892-1972], Jesse Hauck Shera [1903-1922], Samuel Roth-
stein [1921-2014], and Lee W. Finks), Gorman wrote his own book entitled
Our Enduring Values: Librarianship in the 21st Century, in which he out-
lined a list (and explanations) of what he found to be the eight core values of
librarianship. Gorman’s core values (with concise explanations) follow:

* stewardship (preserving the human record to ensure that future genera-
tions know what we know);

* service (ensuring that all our policies and procedures are animated by the
ethic of service to individuals, communities, society, and posterity);

* intellectual freedom (maintaining a commitment to the idea that all people
in a free society should be able to read and see whatever they wish to read
and see);

* rationalism (organizing and managing library services in a rational man-
ner);

* literacy and learning (encouraging literacy and the love of learning);

* equity of access to recorded knowledge and information (ensuring that all
library resources and programs are accessible to all, overcoming techno-
logical and monetary barriers to access);

* privacy (ensuring the confidentiality of records of library user; overcom-
ing technological invasions of library use);

* democracy (playing our part in maintaining the values of a democratic
society; participating in the educational process to ensure the educated
citizenry that is vital to democracy). '
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new tools that are much more powerful, and just as important, they need a
J new way of seeing things.

There are many organizations worldwide that want to provide Accesk to
exactly the same materigls that are at exactly the same locations (i.e., using
the same URLS). There are tools to find and communicate with almost any-
one in the world, and these tools are inexpensive (some are even free) an
casy to use. Therefore, there are almost unlimited opportunities to work. wlth
new partners. The tools for information capture and to transform that infor-
mation are also far more powerful than at any time in history. v dn

There are major and Wwide-ranging consequences to accepting the “single

search box” option, and these consequences are not being discussed, al-
though they are being felt

everywhere. If people are going to accept the
single search box, the consequences for libraries are the same as the analogy
we provided of a Jake being filled with water from the clean stream versus
the huge, polluted river. In such a case, why continue with efforts to maintain
a tiny stream that is clean?

DECISIONS AND DECISION MAKERS
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should make the decisjon on it. Should it be the people polluting the river:
The people in charge of the stream? The people in charge of the lake (wWho
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have already allowed the lake to become polluted)? Or should it be the
people who drink the water from the lake?

The answer is to engage the community who actually uses the resources
to make the decision, and not to leave it in the hands of the polluters, or even
in our hands. A major part of this decision is whether the catalog will contin-
ue to be a tool for information discovery or if it will become merely a tool for
inventory purposes (i.e., if the catalog will be used to find something men-
tioned in a citation found through completely other means). If the catalog
will become an inventory to find known items and serve no other purpose,
then perhaps our methods are no longer necessary. Who will decide? Again,
we think the user community should decide. It must be recognized that there
are solutions to the problems we face, but those solutions will require major
changes from everyone concerned. It will also require money. If libraries
think that their only tools are relational databases, MARC records, 1SO2709
format and communications, and they are looking at these issues alone, then
they will absolutely fail. We do believe that it will happen, and in fact, we
think it is inevitable because the algorithms and SEO (search engine optimi-
zation) used in search engines outside of the library are unsustainable for
purposes other than marketing. New methods will be developed and adopted
that will look very similar to what libraries have been doing all along (tradi-
tional technical services). We think that these are the important issues facing

technical services.

A Practical Example

How could something like this work? Let us start with a hypothetical aca-
demic library in Fresno, California, that has been given 500,000 “free” meta-
data records for digitized U.S. government documents. (Note: This is an
actual example and is typical of what catalogers ar¢ faced with handling on
an increasingly frequent basis.) These records are not in MARC format, and
the access points number well over one million. These records do not follow
any discernible rules, and the names used differ from the library’s authorized
access points (this library uses the LC Name Authority File). For example,
the records might use the access point «(J.S. House of Representatives” while
the authorized access point in the catalog is «United States. Congress.
House.” There are at least a million access points. What can the library do?

If catalogers are expected to change all of the records to AACR2 or RQA
and change all the access points to authorized LC Name A_uthorlty. File
forms, and add LC Subject Headings, it would constitute a massve multiyear
or multidecade project. But that would not be sufficient: new government
documents appear constantly, and a library that continues to aCCf:pt these
records will discover that the conversions will continue in perpetqlty. First,
the library needs to understand that other organizations are looking at the
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. P ‘oblems. Although
same resources and records and struggling with identical problems. Alt

the other organizations may not be libraries and may follow the sz.ime rlgbti;
the same forms of access points, or even the same formats, they still 1161"« i
edit the records to fit into their finding tools. If your library could ebtél‘lb I\Svith
project with these other organizations to update the 1‘ecordSvp0te““?; ywork
many other agencies—each could organize the workload and make the
more manageable. What would be needed for this to work? :
It would require lots of new tools, including those to help the 0t11ef Oro‘u d
izations struggling with the same problems to find one another. It Wome
require other tools to allow these organizations to work together on t.hc S?s o
records in an organized fashion, and still other tools that allow participan of
collaborate and coordinate their work. The business world uses these kl'nds'm
tools, which could be adapted for library purposes. Instead of changmg ‘n-
access point from “U.S. House of Representatives” to “United States. . .thl
gress. House,” the focus could be to add a URI that links to the Vir U:)l
International Authority File (VIAF), DBpedia, or some newly created tOﬁt
that will include €veryone’s access point. In this way, everyone could benz it
from edits to an individual record. This is the promise of linked data, an
could be extended in 3 variety of ways. :
However, if a library decides to convert the records to MARC Ll$}11%
MarcEdit and deposit them in the local catalog, other kinds of collaboraume
are not possible, because to collaborate, the other organizations would hav i
to be given permission to access your catalog to make changes. NO. 01,1_
would grant this leve] of permission. Even then, any updates would be lu?l’ 3
ed to your library’s users, and there would be no reason for other Orgaml}?e
tions to participate. In order for a collaboration like this to succeed, t
records need to reside outside of the library’s catalog in another database(i
Then the database would not need to be populated with MARC records an

; . ;o > records in
could be set up in various Ways. Organizations could work on the recor
the database, which could 1

'emain separate. Local catalogs could be set ,t.o
| search multiple databases seamlessly (federated searching) while the users
S would never have to know that they are simult

databases. Finally, if the origin
the U.S. government document
tools, they could add the URI
amount of after-the-fact |

; iple
ancously searching mu]tu; :
izati 5 s fo
al organization that created these record e
. ) s
$ Was made aware of the issues and giver

e sive
s themselves, thereby eliminating a mas
abor at each individy

ing Open Access materials is very similaf. If tlf
task is seen as the responsibility of a single library that selects materla!s th;l
will then be cataloged individually by local catalogers, the task is ot).v10}15 Y
impossible, However, if the task is seen differently, and many Orgamzatlol‘l.5
are considering the same materials on the web and are trying to mak.e de(.'l_
sions regarding which materials are worthwhile, the task becomes primarily



EEE— -

—————T

The Future of Traditional Technical Services 15

one of coordination and sharing of effort. For instance, an art history selector
at Emory University may select an Open Access resource and make a request
to the cataloging department, resulting in a record that people at Emory
University can find and use. Can a tool be made that will allow everyone to
benefit from the selector’s decision at Emory University? Yes, and it could
be included in the database described above that would enable catalogers to
work together more closely on government documents. Instead of the records
coming just from the organization creating original records for government
documents, it could include other requests to catalog specific resources from
selectors in all topics who could then work together from anywhere. Catalog-
ers could collaborate to update these records for each community. From a
technical point of view, this can be done. The result would be a catalog in a
real sense: a collection of materials selected by experts based on ethical
considerations and described and organized by other experts, also based on
ethical considerations.
~ To create a tool like this would not be cheap. It would require resources
for hardware; software would need to be developed, adapted, and adopted;
and staff and training would be required, plus it would demand major
changes from almost everyone concerned. Nevertheless, it is also something
that very definitely can be done and is being done in other fields of work. If
there is a chance for the values of traditional technical services to continue, it
is our opinion that something like this must be done. The question is will it

be done.

CONCLUSION

Technical services needs substantial help to survive and to get the necessary

resources to accomplish its work. While many of the traditional methods
continue to break down, we may still be able to provide the public with the
traditional technical services offerings, and there is evidence that people still
want what the traditional purposes Were designed to provide. To do that,
libraries would need to become more open and focus on the final products
rather than on the methods used (which will probably evolve at an ever
increasing rate). Looking into the future with the entirety of resources tha? we
need to catalog and run through the entire technical services stream 1n view,
we believe that the traditional functions of technical services will continue to
evolve and will look very different from contemporary functions; however,
we hope these traditional functions will continue to exist in some form.
Resources will continue to need to be selected, collected, acquired, and cat?l-
loged, and there will be a continued need for authority control, even more 1

the future than there is right now.
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